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PREFACE 


In 1982, the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development 
began its socio-economic impact monitoring program in connection 
with the Norman Wells Oilfield Expansion and Pipeline Project. This 
program, carried out under the direction of Professor R.M. Bone of 
the University of Saskatchewan, is, we believe, the first of its 
kind. Focussing on four Mackenzie Valley communities in the 
vicinity of the Norman Wells Project, this study was specially 
designed to allow monitoring of selected social and economic impacts 
through field surveys done before, during and after construction. 
The objective of the first field program, carried out in 1982, was 
acquisition of the baseline data, while the 1983 and 1984 field 
surveys captured the situation during the active construction 

phase. The 1985 fieldwork, done for the first time in all four of 
the survey communities by native organizations, provided the picture 
for the immediate post-construction period. 


Various aspects of the 1982-84 portion of the project were analysed 
in the 1984 series of reports. This series discusses certain 
perspectives from the 1985 work, and, as well, deals with changes in 
selected factors between 1982 and 1985. In a subsequent, and final, 
series subjects dealt with will include the overall impacts of the 
Norman Wells Project and a discussion of the monitoring of 
socio-economic impacts in Canada. 


R.D. Glass 

Director General 

Constitutional Development and 
Strategic Planning Branch 
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BACKGROUND TO THE NORMAN WELLS SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
IMPACT MONITORING PROGRAM 


In mid-1979, Esso Resources Canada Ltd. and Interprovincial Pipeline Ltd. 
initiated discussions with the federal government concerning a major 
resource development project in the Mackenzie Valley in the Northwest 
Territories. This project, the Norman Wells Oilfield Expansion and 
Pipeline Project, was designed to increase production of oil at Norman 
Wells and carry this increased production through a small diameter 
pipeline from Norman Wells to Zama, Alberta to connect with the national 
oil pipeline system. The proposed project was brought to the attention 
of people in the Mackenzie Valley communities through community 
information meetings arranged by the companies and designed to inform 
local residents and businessmen of the potestial job and contract 
opportunities associated with project construction. 


During 1980, public hearings were held in nmorther communities by both 
the Federal Environmental Assessment and Review Office and by the 
National Energy Board. These public hearings provided a forum for 
individuals, native organizations, village councils, government agencies, 
companies and special interest groups to present their views on the 
proposed project and the implications of such development for the North 
and native peoples. The question of involvement of northern residents 
and businesses in the Norman Wells Project was of major concern during 
the public hearings, and both the federal and territorial governments 
indicated that the degree of northern participation in the project would 
be a key factor in their consideration of whether to approve or reject 
the Norman Wells Project. On July 30, 1981, the federal govermnent 
announced its approval, subject to a two-year delay in the commencement 
of construction to allow government, the companies and northerners time 
to prepare for their participation in this project. 


In early 1982, the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development 
recognized the need to monitor the impacts of the project on the four 
communities located along the pipeline route. These communities, Norman 
Wells, Fort Norman, Wrigley and Fort Simpson, were regarded as the ones 
most likely to receive the bulk of the socio-economic impacts caused by 
the construction of the Norman Wells Project. All of the socio-economic 
impacts had potentially positive and negative effects on the communities 
and local people, and the monitoring program was intended to capture 
these and evaluate them against the background of pre-construction 
baseline data on selected indicators. 


Carried out by the Department of Geography of the University of 
Saskatchewan under the direction of Dr. Robert M. Bone, the monitoring 
program consisted of gathering data from local residents on their 
household and business characteristics over the course of the 
construction phase. The framework for this work consisted of three 
parts: (1) pre-construction phase; (2) construction phase; and (3) a 
post-construction phase. The field work and data preparation took place 
from 1982 to 1986. A series of reports based on the data may be obtained 
fron the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development. 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2022 with funding from 
University of Toronto 


https://archive.org/details/31/76111/654988 


1. INTRODUCTION 


The impact of an industrial project on social conditions in 


the study communities is a difficult area to assess. When using 
@ questionnaire format, this problem is compounded by (1) the 
rigid structure of a questionnaire; and (2) the possible 
insensitivity of such personal questions. For instance, social 


problems such as alcoholism, crime and family problems cannot be 
adequately dealt with by a questionnaire format at the household 
weovelo For his Treason, two approaches were utilized by the 
Norman Wells Socio-Economic Impact Monitoring Program to assess 
the social impacts of the Norman Wells Project. The first was to 
review available data from the GNWT in order to evaluate it as a 
potential secondary source. It was concluded that these data 
have Serious —dericiencies but. would be suitable in a supportive 
role to supplement primary data collection (Brown, Report 6-84, 


1984). 


The second approach was the insertion of two questions into 
the perception section of the household questionnaire. These two 
questions were designed to (1) assess the perceived sociea! 
impacts of the Norman Wells Project on each of the study 
communities; and (2) assess the perceived overal! impact, social 
and economic, on the Native people in the region. The responses 
to these two questions from the 1985 household questionnaire form 


the basis of this report. 


2, PERCEIVED SOCIAL IMPACTS OF THE NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


In attempting to assess the social impact of the Norman 
Wells Project on each of the study communities a two part 
question was used. In the first part the respondents were asked 
to assess the overall! social IMPSCt on, Eneir communixcy.. Vine 
second part of the question involved rating the impact that the 
construction of the Norman Wells Project had had on their 
community in terms of several potential impact areas. In “hrs 


section the responses to this two part question will be examined. 
z2.1 Overal! Soefal Impact 


The first part of the social impact question related to the 
overal! social impact that the construction of the Norman Wells 
Project had on each community. The respondents were asked to 
mark their perceptions of the social impact of the project on a 
Likert style line. The question read: 


In social terms, what effect has the construction of the 
Norman Wells Project had on your community? 


_— a a a a a a a we a ae a 


Bad Nov EE heEct Good 


To quantify the responses the Likert line was divided into twenty 
sections and the value of the response was coded for entry LAS 
the data set. Histograms which indicate the frequencies of each 


response are examined for each community inethiseseccion. 


Norman Wells 


It is apparent from Figure 1! that the residents of Norman 
Wells generally felt that the construction of the Norman Wells 
Project had a good effect on their community. This figure 
imalrcetes™ that’ under” 20,5" oF the t35 respondents perceived’ the 
Norman Wells Project to have a negative social impact on their 


community. 


Figure 1 


| Frequency of Responses to Question on Overall Social Impact 
| of the Norman Wells Project, Norman Wells 1985 
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Approximately 14% of the respondents felt that the construction 
of the Norman Wells Project had "no effect", or at least no net 
effect, on the social conditions of Norman Wells. However, 
two-thirds of the respondents rated the effect of .the. Norman 


Wells Project towards the "good" end of the Likert continuum. As 


well, over 25% of the heads of households in Norman Wells marked 
the overall! social effect on the +100 section. 
Fert Nerman 


In Fort Norman there were obviously mixed emotions on the 
social effect that the Norman Wells Project had on their 
community sehalgurey) 2) Approximately 46% of the 52 heads of 
households rated the social effect oF the project towards the 


negative end of the continuum. 


Figure 2 


Frequency of Responses to Question on Overall Social Impact 
of the Norman Wells Project, Fort Norman 1985 
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This compares with 31% of the respondents who rated the overal! 
social impact as positive. reese heart rom-rtqtre %2,'' however, 
that the majority of Fort Norman residents felt that the Norman 
Wells Project had little social impact on their community. About 
one-Gduarter Of the respondents marked the J\inevatethe "no effect" 


point and 50% of the responses fall within two of this point. 


Wrigley 


There is Jittle doubt now the residents of Wrigley perceived 
the overaeal] social impacts of the construction of the Norman 


Wels rT Ofecton their “community (fF igure 33% 


Figure 3 


Frequency of Responses to Question on Overall Social Impact 
of the Norman Wells Project, Wrigley 1985 
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Over 86% of the 29 heads of households in this traditional native 
community responded that the Norman Wells Project had no overall | 


social sehtect ‘on sthe ia ecommuni cy. 


Fert Simpson 


In Fort Simpson, the general opinion is mere divided on | cre 
social impact of the Norman Wells Project on this community. 
Over one-third of the 161 heads of households suggested that 
there was. no overall! social effect on Fort Simpsom (Figure 4). 
Only 21% of the respondents felt there was a negative socia! 


effect from the project. 


Figure 4 


| Frequency of Responses to Question on Overall Social Impact 
of the Norman Wells Project, Fort Simpson 1985 | 
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It is apparent in Figure 4 that there was also a substantia] 
portion of the population who felt that the Norman Wells Project 
hades as, Good" social. -efiects son short iSimpson 2e6622%). Lots 
interesting to note that 89% of the heads of households who rated 


the social effect of the project at the "good" point were native. 


The above histograms suggest that the residents of Norman 
Wells are the only ones to feel that the Norman Wells Project had 
a strong social impact on their community. Norman Wells 
respondents generally feel that the social effect was good for 
their community. In the three native communities of Fort Norman, 
Wrigley and Fort Simpson the heads of households generally seem 
POmIPEercel Ven mlict le social impactut rom one CONSE GUCT I ONVOF the 
Norman Wells Project. Although there was some variance from this 
view, particularly at Fort Simpson, this certainly was the most 


common perception among the residents of these communities. 


2.2 Specific Potential Social Imeacts 


After responding to the overal! social impact of the Norman 
Wells Project, respondents were asked to identify the level of 
impact experienced in eight potential social impact areas. There 
were five negative social impact areas and three positive social 
impact areas provided for the respondents to rate. The 
respondents rated each of the following as having a (1) strong 


effect; (2) some effect; (3) no effect; or (4) decreased effect: 


1. Increased alcohol/drug abuse. 

2. Improved community facilities/services. 

3. Increased family problems/breakdown. 

4. Provided job experience/training. 

5. More transients. 

6. Increased crime. 

7. Increased number of permanent residents/stability. 


8. Overused community facilities. 


In addition to these specific impact areas, space was provided 
for the respondents to add any impacts which they felt were 


worthy of mention. 


The responses to the specific areas of social impact are 
shown in graphic form in Figure 5 and Figure 6. The overal! 
height of the bars reveals the percentage of households’ which 
perceived each specific impact as having either some or a strong 


effect on their community. The more darkly shaded portion of the 


bar indicates the percentage of the households feeling each 
specific impact had a strong effect on their community. When 
compering the four study communities it is clear that Norman 
Wells residents perceived @ much greater impact on their 


community than did the residents of the other three communities. 
Fort Simpson residents also perceived that their community was 
relatively strongly impacted while Fort Norman and Wrigley felt 


their communities were not impacted to a very high degree. 


Figure 5 Perceived Social Impacts of the N.W.P. 
by the Residents of Norman Wells 
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Perceived Social Impacts of the N.W.P. 
by the Residents of Fort Norman 
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LEGEND FOR PERCEIVED SOCIAL IMPACTS 
OF THE NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


#1 Increased alcohol/drug abuse. 

#2 \mproved community facilities/services. 

#3 Increased family problems/breakdown. 

44 Provided job experience/training. 

#5 More transients. 

#6 Increased crime. 

#7 Increased no. of permanent residents/Sstability. 
#8 Overused community facilities. 


Figure 6 
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Perceived Social Impacts of fhe N.W.P. 
by the Residents of Wrigley 
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Perceived Social Impacts of the N.W.P. 
by the Residents of Fort Simpson 
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LEGEND FOR PERCEIVED SOCIAL IMPACTS 
OF THE NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


#1 Increased alcohol/drug abuse. 

2 \Improved community facilities/services. 

#3 Increased family problems/breakdown. 

#4 Provided job experience/training. 

#5 More transients. 

#6 Increased crime. 

47 Increased no. of permanent residents/stability. 
#8 Overused community facilities. 
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In Norman Wells, all eight areas of potential impact were 
perceived by over 60% of the households as having either some or 
a strong effect on Norman Wells. Two of the potential negative 
social impacts deserve specific mention. Pinst,| 95% of the 
households felt transients were a social impact of the Norman 
Wells Project. Over 70% felt transients had a strong impact on 
Norman Wells and this is not surprising given that the population 
of Norman Wells has risen from 420 in 1981 to nearly nearly 700 
imeekoeon va AS) Well? Upvtosr;o0Ooproject*® workers i tived) Sn)-work 
camps at Norman Wells which would also add to the perception of 
increased transients. The second negative social impact that the 
residents of Norman Wells perceived to have a strong impact on 
their community was increased alcohol and drug abuse. Nearly 86% 
of the residents felt that this wes Ee ocheh impact of the Norman 
Wells Project. There was one positive social impact which merits 
mention, 89% of the households felt that community facilities or 


services were improved as a result of the Norman Wells Project. 


Fort Simpson also felt that the Norman Wells Project had 
some specific negative social effects on their community. The 
one area which stands out as a specific impact area was increased 
alcohol and drug abuse. Approximately 80% of the respondents 
Felt this had an effect on their community as a result of the 
construction of the Norman Wells Project with many feeling this 
was a strong impact on Fort Simpson (35%). The two other areas 


of strong effects of the Norman Wells Project identified by Fort 
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Simpson residents were increased transients (22%) and increased 


enrdmerm6¢207) . 


Wrigley and Fort Norman respondents felt that the Norman 
Wells Project had little social impact on their community. 
Clearly Fort Norman residents identified higher impact levels 
than Wrigley, but these levels are much lower than either Fort 
Simpson or Norman Wells. Two areas merit mention from each of 
these communities. The job experience and training provided as a 
result of the Norman wells Project was seen as the highest impact 
area in each community. Over 85% of the households felt this was 
a social impact in Fort Norman. Although no one in Wrigley felt 
job experience and training constituted a strong impact of the 
project, most (/70%) felt that job experience and training had 
some impact on their community. This positive social impact is 
at @2@ much higher level than any of the other potential areas of 
impacts that were provided. The only other area which the 
residents saw as arelatively strong impact was again increased 
alcohol and drug abuse. Increased alcohol and drug abuse was 
identified as an impact of the Norman Wells Project by 71% of the 


residents of Fort Norman and 33% of the residents of Wrigley. 


The one important theme that runs through the data for al! 
four communities is the problem of alcoholism. It is clear that 
this social problem is perceived as the most significant negative 


social impact of the construction of the Norman Wells Project. 


pS 


Regardless of the source of this problem or the aggravation of 
be, Tra comnourscme. its thes most major social problem facing the 


communities of the Mackenzie Valley in the future. 


3. PERCEIVED IMPACT ON THE NATIVE PEOPLE OF THE REGION 


The responses to the question on the overall! impact, social! 
and economic, of the Norman Wells Project on native people in the 
Central Mackenzie Valley is now examined. The question was 
similar in structure to the social impact question with a Likert 
HiMceGoraoverall jmpact, 1.€.% Good or bad and then the provision 
Ceesceveraie Potential impact areas with the respondents suggesting 
whether each had had a (1) strong effect; (2) some effect; (3) no 
effect; or (4) decreased effect. - As with the social impact 
question the potential impact areas included both positive and 


negative impacts. 


3.1 Overal! Impact on Native People 


The question to assess the overal! or "net" impact, economic 


and social, of the Norman Wells Project to native people in the 


region read as follows: 
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Overall, what effect has the construction of the 
Norman Wells Project had on Native Peoples? 


Bad No Effect Good 


The responses from this question were quantified and in this 
section histograms of the overall! responses for each community 


will be examined. 


An important point to note when reading this section is that 
a response of "no effect" is not interpreted as meaning there 


were no impacts from the construction of the Norman Wells 


Project. Rather this question asks the overal| impact -ofs tne 
project on native people which involves the weighing of the 
positive and negative economic and social impacts. Thus a 


response of "no effect" may be more appropriately called "no net 


effect”. Throughout this section the .sCermse inom ct icce. suce 
"Tittle impact" will appear but it is important to remember that 
these refer to the net effects or impacts. Ents 261s Gimec tom is 
revealed in the next section when the specific potential impact 


areas are examined. 


Norman Wells 


The residents of Norman Wells feel that the Norman wells 


Project has been good for native people in the region (Figure 7). 


Over 60% of the heads of households in Norman Wells responded 


a) 


towards the "good" end of the continuum with 29% on the "bad" end 


of the continuum. 


Figure 7 


Responses to Question on the Overall Impact to 
Native People in the Region, Norman Wells 
35- 
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Over 23% of the respondents in Norman Wells marked +100 for the 
overal! social and economic impact of the Norman Wells Project on 


native people in the region. This skewed response is clearly the 


dominant feature of Figure 7. 


Fert Norman 


The residents of Fort Norman generally seem to feel that the 
Norman Wells Project has had little impact, good#@ 76m bad, on 
native “people “in, the “region. One-third of the respondents 
indicated that the Norman Wells Project had "no effect" (Figure 
oh) a The remainder of the respondents are evenly spilt between 
those feeling the project had a good effect and those feeling it 


had a bad effect. 


Figure 8 


Responses to Question on the Overall Impact to 
Native People in the Region, Fort Norman 
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Wrigley 


It is apparent that most of the residents of Wrigley felt 


that there was no effect on native people in the region as a 


result of the Norman Wells Project (Figure 9). 


Figure 9 
ad scaaal a A DAE ek ae 
Responses to Question on the Overall Impact to 
Native People in the Region, Wrigley 
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There are a few respondents in Wrigley who felt that the project 


was quite bad for natives as well. 


Fert Simpson 


In Fort Simpson there is a dichotomy of views towards the 
impact of the Norman Wells Project on native people (Figure 10). 
Over 26% of the heads of households felt that overall! there was 
no effect on native people. But nearly the same number (24%) 


suggested the project was "bad" for native people. 


Figure 10 
Se 8 eee 


Responses to Question on the Overall Impact to 
Native People in the Region, Fort Simpson 
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Bad No Effect Good 


This situation is opposite tea the perceived social impacts on 
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Fort Simpson where a significant portion of the respondents felt 
the project was ‘'good" for. the--ecommunity. Also, 35% "or the 
respondents suggesting the project was "bad" for natives were 


natives. 


Overall, it is Glear thay themresiaents  or-Norman' Wells felt 
that the Norman Wells Project had a good impact on native people. 
Residents in Fort Norman and Wrigley do not perceive the Norman 
Wells Project to have had much of an impact on native people in 
the region. Fort Simpson respondents are split on the  overal| 
impact of the project with some feeling it had little impact on 
native people and some feeling it was bad for natives in the 


region. 


3.2 Specific Potential Social and Economic Impacts 


Similar to the social impact question discussed in the 
previous section, the second part of the question on overall! 
impacts to the native people in the region provided ten potentia! 
impacts for the respondents to rate. Six of the potential impact 
areas were negative and four were positive impact areas. The 
respondents were asked to indicate whether the following impact 
areas had had a (1) strong effect; (2) some effect; (3) no 
effect; or (4) decreased effect on the native people of the 


Central Mackenzie Valley: 


1. Native way of life disrupted. 
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2. Provided jobs/improved Native economy. 

3. Increased alcohol/drug abuse. 

4. Improved relationship between Native/Non-Native. 
5. Boom and bust/no long term benefits. 

6. Increased family problems/breakdown. 

7. Encouraged long term development. 

8. Increased crime. 


9. Provided job experience/training. 


10. Increased Native/Non-Native conflict. 
As wel] as these ten, space was provided for any impacts the 
respondents wished to write in. The responses to this question 


for the four study communities are provided in Figures 11 and l2. 
The overall heights of the bars indicate the percentage of 
households which felt that a particular impact area had had an 
impact on native people. The more darkly shaded area indicates 
the percentage of respondents feeling that this was a strong 


impact on natives in the region. 


Significantly, respondents in each community perceived much 
higher levels of impacts to natives in the region than when asked 
the generalesocial impacts tosgthein comunity. In Norman Wells, 
three impact areas were identified by more than 80% of the 
households as having occurred to native people as a result of 
construction of the Norman Wells Project. The highest two, over 
90%, were positive economic impacts relating to (1) providing 


jobs and improving the native economy and (2) providing job 


Figure ll 
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Perceived Impacts to Native People 
by Residents of Norman Wells 
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Perceived Impacts to Native People 
by Residents of Fort Norman 
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LEGEND FOR IMPACT TO NATIVE PEOPLE 
BY CONSTRUCTION OF THE N.W.P. 


#1 Native way of life disrupted. 

#2 Provided jobs/improved Native economy. 

#3 Increased alcohol/drug abuse. 

#4 \mproved relationship between Native/Non—Native 
#5 Boom and bust/no long term benefits. 

#46 Increased family problems//breakdown. 

+7 Encouraged long term development. 

#8 Increased crime. 

#9 Provided job experience/training. 

#10 Increased Native/Non-Native conflict. 
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Figure 12 Perceived Impacts to Native People 
by Residents of Wrigley 
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Perceived Impacts on Native People 
by Residents of Fort Simpson 


100 


Percent 


Legend 
& Some impact 
Strong Impact 


ZZ) 


\%4 
ra 


#10 


LEGEND FOR IMPACT TO NATIVE PEOPLE 
BY CONSTRUCTION OF THE N.W.P. 


#1 Native way of life disrupted. 

#2 Provided jobs/improved Native economy. 

#3 Increased alcohol/drug abuse. 

#4 Improved relationship between Native/Non—Native 
#5 Boom and bust/no long term benefits. 

46 Increased family problems/breakdown. 

#7 Encouraged long term development. 

#8 Increased crime. 

#9 Provided job experience/training. 

#10 Increased Native/Non-Native conflict. 
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experience and training. The third highest area was increased 
alcohol and drug abuse among natives. This area was identified 
as the strongest impact area with 46% of the households 
identifying alcoholism as a strong impact. As indicated in 
Figure 11 all ten impact areas were identified by over 60% of the 
residents as having occurred to native people. The reason that 
Norman Wells respondents perceived greater impacts of the project 
to the native people may relate to the fact that the community 
was exposed to the greatest amount of project activity for much 
longer periods of time than the other three communities. For 
this reason the residents were also exposed to, and possibly more 
aware of, the benefits and costs of the project for native people 


for longer periods of time. 


The residents of Fort Simpson also perceived many project 
impacts on native people. All ten areas of impact’ were 
identified as having been an impact of the project by over 50% of 
the households. However, the residents of Fort Simpson 
identified two negative social impacts as the strongest impacts 
of the Norman Wells Project. The disruption of the native way of 
life was identified by 83% of the respondents as an impact of the 
project. Somewhat surprisingly, Fort Simpson was’ the only 
community that identified this impact as one of the stronger 
resulting from the project. Increased alcoholism was the second 


highest with 82% of the households suggesting it as an impact. 
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Fort Norman respondents, like Norman Wells, identified the 
two economic impacts relating to native employment and economy as 
being the most prevalent impacts on native people in the region. 
Approximately 85% of the households suggested job experience and 
training had either a strong or some effect on native people. 
Over... 81% felt the. provision of jobs, and. improvment, of “the inatii ve 
economy were effects of the project on natives. In the strong 
impact category, alcoholism again was identified as number one by 
Fort Norman residents with 23% of the residents responding that 
alcohol and drug abuse was a strong effect of the Norman Wells 


Project. 


Wrigley respondents follow the pattern seen in Norman Wells 
and Fort Norman. The economic impacts, providing jobs and 
improving the native economy (63%) and providing job experience 
and training (62%), were identified by the greatest proportion of 


households as impacts of the construction of the Norman Wells 


Project. None of the other potential impact areas were 
identified by more than 40% of the households (Figure 12). Kt is 
clear that overal! the respondents in Wrigley perceived fewer 


impacts on native people than the respondents in the other three 
communities. Ini > terms> of strong ‘effects® ofthe project, “the 
boom and bust conditions" and "no long term benefits" were seen 
as having a strong effect on natives in the region by 13% of the 


residents of Wrigley. 


Zo 


4. CONCLUSIONS 


In this report the perceptions of the residents of the four 
study communities towards the impacts of the Norman Wells Project 
on social conditions in the communities and overal] social and 
economic impacts on native people have been examined. This 
report is not a report on objectively measured impacts but rather 
the impacts of the Norman Wells Project as perceived by the 
residents of the four study communities. The major findings of 
this report are as follows: 

1. The residents of Norman Wells perceived the "net" 
social impact of the Norman Wells Project to be good 

for their community. Specifically, they identified 

improved community facilities or services, more 
transients and increased alcohol and drug abuse as the 


strongest areas of impacts. 


2. Fort Norman and Wrigley residents felt that overall! 


the) project had little “net” “impact on the social 
eoncgitions in their communtty. The provision .of job 
experience/training and increased alcohol/drug abuse 


were the two specific areas of impacts which were 
identified as having some impact. 


COe Nae) ea a Simpson respondents also perceived the Norman 


Wells Project to have little "net" impact on the 
Social COndiGions “of. their. community. Increased 
alcohol and drug abuse was again identified as the 
strongest specific area of social impact. 


4. Norman Wells residents felt that the Norman Wells 
Project was good overall, economically and socially, 
for natives im, the region. Fort Norman and Wrigley 
residents felt there was little "net" effect on native 
people while the residents of Fort Simpson were split 
between feeling the project had no effect on natives 
and perceiving it to be bad for natives in the region. 


5. In Norman Wells, Fort Norman and wrigley the two 
strongest specific areas of impacts which were 
identified were the two economic areas relating to 
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jobs and improving the native economy and to _ job 
experience and training. 


The strongest negative impacts upon natives in the 
region which were identified by the residents in the 
four communities related to increased alcoho! and drug 
abuse among natives and disruption of the native way 
OF life. 


fad | 
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Appendix A 


2S 


Table | (a) pesguererncescrec. tic Bhoqecta Social Impacts 
#1 # #1 #4 
imepeeAlconoi/Gneg-Abuse==-e~-rr-47+1>~ 3856 1453-~-020~ 2973) 4124--29.3° 010 
Impr. Facilities/Services 39. Ongo4 Ue O 6 1.4 Lis | an 4:.0 ile! 
Incr. Family Problems/Breakdown Fed) Wg NEV Pdr WY dee Oe Sem AC a le Os. 4 0.0 
Provided Job Experiance/Training 34.3 45.3 18.2 2.2 Ng ESE al sys st open. hess: 0.0 
More Transients IDEN im ace | MOT ISS 0.7 Om Se Seo. Joe 0.0 
Increased Crime LOE aoe Os ee Ud. ee sue. ls lameOOw team Und 
Incr. # of Permanent Residents CO oOs Loe Cue a0 Re eles) 0.0 
Overused Community Facilities eee 29.2 37.2 32.8 0.7 0.0 5 Soe ee, U 
Table 1(B) Responses to Specific Areas of Social impacts 
of the Norman Wells Project 
#1 #20 #3 #1 #4 
Incr. Alcohol/Drug Abuse” Cmrmicomecce sa (00) 06 3105 ans pigtoe oCcee 
Impr. Facilities/Services Sms Feel 37590 3050 Che eI) antsy) sehs\ ac. Wel 
Incr. Family Problems/Breakdown 0.0 Crome oe. 0.0 15 Wee oh hs heh aie ye as 
Provided Job Experiance/Training Ome UrO Ee s os yal HO. 6a 59 eee Vas 
More Transients eA Th = ANDAs AND Sei: 0.0 Malek t NT elle ks fase: | bah 
Increased Crime S58 Siesta Feet | 0.0 ese SW iral el CPLA | 0.6 
Incr. # of Permanent Residents 0.0 bye eens [a9 7 0.0 7.4 68 2o59 i), 
Overused Community Facilities 3.4 See Alek! 0.0 4.6 48.6 46.3 0.6 


SSeS SS SS See BB SS SSS a a a ww ww ww ww a wa wa a a ae a a ia a a a a iw ww a i i a a a a ee ee ED EE TTT ZZ ZZ 
— eS Sa SS SS Sa SS SS SS ee SS Se Se Se Se Se SS SS SS SS Se SS SSS SS SS SS SS Se Se ee Se em wm em Se wm wwe www ne enwrenranreanreanrene ere 


Comment: These figures represent the percentage of households 
which perceived these areas of specific social impacts 
as having: #1 a strong effect, #2 some effect, #3 no effect 
or #4 a decreased effect. 
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Responses to Specific Areas of impacts 
aa aia native noneees the Construction we 
he Norman Wells Project 


——_ ee ee eee ee ee ee ee oe we we ee we we em ee eo we ee oe wm ww we ow wo ow wm we om we wm om me ee wm ao we ee ew ow me we ow wm ow wm wm ow a ew ee = es 
ee ee ee ee 


Norman Wells Fort Norman 
# 1 # # # | #2 #4 
Native Way of Life Disrupted 26.8 52.0 20:3 0.8 16.7 40.7 4206 "Osamm 
Provided Jobs/Impr. Native Econ. Chyye Gitlelt) 6 0.8 La 4 1 AG tone) beg 
Increased Alcohol/Drug Abuse 45,0) 39 Ace U 0.0 2205). Shee, 1g 
Impr. Nat./Non-Nat. Relationship O36 05 /rimemel ys co) eee 4 358796 to eo iets. 
Boom and Bust/No Long Term Bnfts. 26.1 46.2 25.2 2.5 hed CUO mOanre 325 
Incr. Family Problems/Breakdown 1925 454-2 ec4 co lead, 5.1) (3956s 4 0.0 
Encouraged Long Term Development b/28> 256 5ieez.0 ea. 320 52.0) e4aa4 0.0 
Increased Crime 14.8-,.-50<8a2343dee8050 Se3wesledsae59e3 0.0 
Provided Job Experience/Training 35.2 57.6 6.4 0.8 9.4 15.57 oe 0.0 
Increased Nat./Non-Nat. Conflict 17.4 48.8 31.4 2.5 o73. 38.7) 22 re 
Table 210) atte etbel eat thar canetuetonmer™ 
s Project 
, wae oo) tele dB 8 eiWieigley>: (0 bRptaaeINASFORE?Simcconmm—aa 
# | #2 #3 #4 #1 #2 #3 #4 
Native Way of Life Disrupted 34°20, 78 1204 ea 23.0 59,6 16.6) \ONeMm 
Provided Jobs/Impr. Native Econ. OS07 56323 5626.7) eo eU SCANS aloe tel G2 Th 4.3 
Increased Alcohol/DOrug Abuse 33s cOr ame. 0 0.0 Sle eee aoa Gy 
Impr. Nat./Non-Nat. Relationship Oe Oo a OeeeOS 0 0.0 On Lo eee oat 
BOOM andsGUSt, NOS COnGMIChMebnttSs .0 lac an eG. 8/ 6 t/a es 14.) (42039539. 9 Meee 
Incr. Family Problems/Breakdown 0.0 lame 92-39 eG 0 30 924-950 56:3 83755 eeec 2 Oo 
Encouraged Long Term Development ODS FRG wieteo 3.3 0.0 LOS6 Mo2s2 "32527 Sone 
Increased Crime G20S pss e9G.. 1a a0 L653 u56. Ou=2oeg 0.6 
Provided Job Experience/Training LOeS 855 le 45 ga Oe l362.4) 726.0 825 
Increased Nat./Non-Nat. Conflict cae: {iste tatshes) 0.0 1G. Spo 4 a4 ee 526 


See eee a a a ww ww ww ws wn we ww ww we we we we we ww we ww we a a wee a ae ae a ae we ee 
le ee 


Comment: These figures represent the percentage of households 
which perceived these specific areas of impact as 
having: #1 a strong effect, #2 some effect, #3 no effect 
or #4 a decreased effect. 


